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AGRICULTURAL AND MECHANICAL COLLEGE
AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION
W. G. Taggart, Director

FARMER EXPERIENCE WITH THE BEEF
CATTLE ENTERPRISE IN LOUISIANA
Frank Merrick and J. Norman Efferson*
The beef cattle industry in Louisiana has developed rapidly in recent
years. Successful tick eradication and higher prices for meat animals have
encouraged an increase in cattle numbers on farms. With a reduction
in cotton acreage, many Louisiana farmers have been faced with the
problem of finding new ways for profitable utilization of their land, labor,
and equipment. Beef cattle production is one way of meeting this need.
This more favorable opportunity has caused many farmers to seek facts
about the beef cattle industry in the State and its possibilities for future
development. In an attempt to provide such material and to have facts
from farmer experience, the Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station
studied the beef cattle enterprise on 197 farms in five important areas of
the state for the year ending with August, 1940. On most of these farms,
beef cattle, although not the most important enterprise, contributed a
substantial part of total farm returns.
The purposes of this report are: (1) To present a description of and
variation in the important items of cost and return on farms producing
beef cattle. (2) To point out standards of efficiency in production and
management practices by which the individual beef cattle producer may
judge the effectiveness of his own methods. Facts concerning the size of
the herd, the calving percentage, the amount of home-grown feed pro-
duced, the amount of man labor required to maintain the enterprise, and
similar data, when compared to average rates of accomplishments help
the farmer to determine the strong and weak points of his business. (3)
To present an analysis of the factors affecting efficiency and, in turn, the
returns from beef production. Many important factors influencing costs
and returns are subject to change under human control. It is those
physical and economic factors which the operator may influence by his
management that are analyzed in an attempt to show why some farmers
are more successful than others in the production of beef cattle.
METHODS AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY
Detailed records were obtained in each area, by interview, in the fall
of 1940, covering the one-year period just ended. The areas of study were
as follows: Area 1, East Louisiana General Farming, in East and West
Feliciana Parishes; area 2, Central Louisiana Mixed Farming, in Pointe
* The authors wish to express their appreciation to Messrs. W. T. Cobb, W. T.
Oglesby, C. I. Bray, H. Gayden, and J. B. Francioni for assistance in preparing the
field schedule, to Mr. W. R. McNeese for assistance in collecting the information from
the farmers, and to the farmers who supplied records to make this study possible.
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Coupee, St. Landry, and Rapides Parishes; area 3, Mississippi Delta
Cotton Farming, in Tensas, Madison, and Richland Parishes; area 4,
Rice Farming, in Jefferson Davis, Calcasieu, Acadia, and Lafayette Par-
ishes; and area 5, Southwest Louisiana Cut-over Pine Area, in Vernon,
Beauregard, and Allen Parishes. (Figure 1 ) . These will be referred to
hereafter as Eastern, Central, Delta, Rice, and Cut-over Areas.
The farms studied were limited to those having at least 20 head of
breeding stock per farm. A trained enumerator \isited each farm and
recorded careful estimates of the previous year's business as obtained
from the farmer's records, the records of feed dealers and cattle buyers,
and the farmer's memory.
Producers Were Interviewed, 1940.
AVERAGE COSTS OF AND RETURNS FROM THE BEEF
CATTLE ENTERPRISE IN LOUISIANA
The costs of and returns from the beef cattle enterprise on 197 farms
in Louisiana are shown in Table 1. For the 1940 calving season, there
were 98 cows per farm, which raised 57 calves per farm, or 58 calves
per
100 cows. The calving percentage, or the total number of calves borri
pel 100 cowj was 62.
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In this analysis of the costs of producing beef cattle, all expenses used
entirely on the beef cattle enterprise were charged directly to the enter-
prise, and the costs jointly affecting beef cattle and other farm enter-
prises were distributed according to the farmer's estimate of the propor-
tion of use for each enterprise. The expenses were divided into the cur-
rent "operating costs," which were mostly cash costs, and the non-cash
"overhead costs."
Operating Costs
The current operating or "out-of-pocket" costs for maintaning the
beef cattle enterprise were $724 per farm, or $5.25 per head of grown
stock, i.e., all cattle more than one year of age. In addition to these costs
of operating the enterprise, a cash expense of $295 per farm was incurred
to purchase cattle as replacements for stock sold, to increase the breeding
herd, and to buy herd bulls.
Home-grown feed for the beef cattle enterprise was the largest item
of cost, 27 per cent of the operating expenses. These feeds were charged
to the enterprise at the estimated cost of producing them on the farm.^
Purchased feeds accounted for 22 per cent of the charges. Feeds made up
one-half of the total operating costs. Due to the unusually severe winter
of 1939-40, the feed requirements were much higher; and the cost per
unit of feed was relatively high, due to shortages in certain localities.
The charge for man labor averaged $107 per farm, or 15 per cent of
the total. This included the cash cost of all labor hired for the enterprise,
and also the labor of the operator and members of his family, charged
at the rate per hour that could have been earned by this labor at other
farm work or at hire off the farm. Other operating costs included horse
work, land rent, pasture maintenance and improvements, fence main-
tenance, transportation, marketing commissions, water system costs, and
various other small miscellaneous expenses.
Overhead Costs
The overhead, or indirect non-cash costs, for the beef cattle enterprise
averaged $722 per farm, or $5.24 per head of grown stock. Of this total,
51 per cent was the farmer's estimated rental for land; 37 per cent was in-
terest on the investment in beef cattle; and the remainder was interest
and depreciation on the water system, buildings, and fences.
Since farmers in this study usually owned the land, cattle, and equip-
ment, they did not actually pay rent or interest for their use. However, in
order to place all producers on a similar basis, charges have been made for
investment in all items, whether or not actually owned. The interest
rate of five per cent represents what they probably would have had to
pay for funds if borrowed and is, in general, the rate of return they
could expect for their money if loaned to another for similar use.
1 Includes all cash cost of production and charges for land, interest, and depreciation
























































































































































































































































































































































The beef cattle enterprise was usually a means of utilizing land,
buildings, and equipment which might otherwise have been idle. As such,
these items of overhead cost would be of little interest to producers. A
return of even one per cent would mean a net gain of that amount over
what might have been obtained if the resources had not been used. If,
however, additional land had to be purchased and fences and buildings
constructed especially for the enterprise, these overhead costs would re-
quire direct cash outlays and would have a more direct effect on whether
or not a farmer should go into the cattle business or enlarge existing
business.
Gross Returns
The gross return per farm averaged $1,595, or $11.57 per head of
grown stock. Sales of cattle and calves during the year accounted for 78
per cent, and the inventory increase in stock on hand made up 22 per
cent of the total.
For a given year, the increase in the value of the beef herd during a
year's operations may result from an increase in numbers, by births and
purchases, and an increase in the value per head, due to growth of young
stock and/or culling out of low quality stock. It is a source of income
because this increased value could be realized if the herd were sold. Over
a longer period, however, these increases or decreases appear mostly as
"book gains or losses" and not as amounts actually realized. This is
especially true in areas or on individual farms where a relatively constant
number of cattle is maintained in the breeding herd. The operator de-
pends on the calf crop for the cash income from the enterprise and pro-
duces only enough adult stock for replacements. Care must be used in
interpreting the gross return figures, in which 22 per cent was due to
inventory increases.
The fertilizer value of the manure produced was not included as a
part of the non-cash income from beef cattle. The beef herds on the
farms studied were on pasture throughout the year and no manure
was collected and applied to field crops; thus, no credit was given to
the enterprise for manure produced. It is true that the fertility of the
pastures was maintained or increased because of the beef cattle; but if
the enterprise is given credit for the increased productivity of the pas-
tures due to manure, then it must also be charged with this same credit
as an additional cost of pasture. Because of the difficulty of obtaining
accurate values of manure on pastures and the fact that any credit
given would have to be offset by the same amount as a cost, this item
was omitted from both costs and returns.
Net Operating Returns
The net operating returns, i.e., gross returns less operating costs,
were $576 per farm, or $4.18 per head of grown cattle. This represented
the return for management, and investment in land, livestock, buildings,
and equipment. Also, the farm operator obtained an amount equal to
7
the sum charged as a cost for his own and any other unpaid family labor,
but would have to pay out of this total interest on borrowed investment
funds.
Net operating returns less overhead costs resulted in a net loss of
S146 per farm, or $1.06 per head of grown stock. This means that pro-
ducers failed to get sufficient earnings to cover all allowances for costs,
including interest at the rate of five per cent on capital used by the enter-
prise. Probably, most farmers did not expect a full return of five per
cent on capital, a part of which otherwise w^ould have been idle. Thus,
net loss as used here shows an accurate result from the accounting
standpoint, but it does not fully reflect farmers' action in making the
best "opportunity" use of the resources which are available.
COSTS AND RETURNS IN DIFFERENT AREAS
W^ide variations occurred in costs, returns, and farm practices in beef
production in different type-of-farming areas. The number of grown
stock per farm was highest in the Eastern Louisiana area, 160 head, and
lowest in the Cut-over area, with 83. The other areas varied from 148
to 155 head. (Table 2) . The average value per head of grown stock
was S27 in the Cut-over area, and ranged from $32 to S35 elsewhere.
The average calving percentage ^vas 62, and varied from 69 per cent in
the Central area to around 60 per cent in the other four.
TABLE 2. Variations in the Beef Cattle Enterprise in Different Areas on 197
Farms in Louisiana, 1939-1940.
Number of grown cattle per farm
Value per head of grown stock, dollars
Per cent of herd that died during year
Calving percentage (calves born)
Sales in per cent of inventory value
Rental value per acre of pasture land, dollars.
Pasture cost per head, dollars
Hours of man labor per head
Per cent of total feed purchased
Home-grown feed cost per head, dollars
Purchased feed cost per head, dollars
Total feed cost per head, dollars
Acres in cropland per farm
Area All
AREAS
: Eastern Central Delta Rice Cut-over
160 155 148 153 83 138
32 33 35 34 27 32
7 9 6 6 8 7
i 60 69 60 58 59 62
:
24 23 23 19 20 22
.56 1.09 .49 .67 .08 .64
2.54 4.15 3.83 2.41 .10 2.94
6 9 8 5 8 7
37 45 29 79 56 46
1.17 1.92 2.00 .44 1.00 1.42
.69 1.59 .82 1.66 1.27 1.22
1.86 3.51 2.82 2.10 2.27 2.64
285 443 803 642 39 448
The most intensive management practices were maintained in the
Delta and the Central areas. In these areas, pasture costs per cow were
relatively high; more improved pastures were used for beef cattle; larger
amounts of feed were fed per cow; and more labor was used in caring
for the beef cattle herd. The least intensive practices were maintained in
the Cut-over area. Here, few improved pastures were used for beef cattle;
most of the cattle were grazed on the open range throughout the year,
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at no cost to the operator for pasture; and very little feed was produced
on the farm.
Operating Costs in Different Areas
Operating costs varied from a high of $6.80 per head of grown stock
in Central Louisiana, to a low of $3.80 per head in the Cut-over area.
These costs per cow were relatively high in the Eastern, Central, and
Delta areas, because of heavy expenses for home-grown feed, purchased
feed, pasture, and man labor. In the Rice and the Cut-over areas, the
beef cattle enterprise was less intensive and smaller amounts of feed
and labor were used per cow and less improved pasture maintained.
This resulted in relatively low total costs per cow.
Home-grown Feed Costs in Different Areas. The charge for feed pro-
duced on the farm and fed to beef cattle varied from about $2.00 per
head of grown stock in Central Louisiana and in the Delta, to less than
$0.50 per head in the Rice area. Where cotton has been most dominant
in recent years, apparently more land has been shifted to feed crops for
the beef cattle enterprise. Also, these areas have more fertile soils and
obtain higher yields. The Cut-over, Rice, and Eastern areas had rela-
tively low charges for home-grown feed. These farmers did not purchase
larger amounts of feed, but simply fed less per cow.
The two most important crops produced on the farm and fed to beef
cattle were corn and hay. About one-half of the farmers in the study pro-
duced corn, and about two-thirds produced hay for beef cattle feed during
the winter of 1939-40. These two crops made up 80 per cent of the total
charges for home-grown feeds. Corn was valued at $0.54 per bushel; and
hay, at $3.50 per ton. Relatively small amounts of each were used, since
the usual practice was to leave the beef cattle herd on pasture through-
out the year and put out feed only during short periods in the winter
when the weather was severe. In many cases, feed was used only for the
animals which appeared to be very weak and in danger of dying before
the spring pasture season.
Purchased Feed Costs in Different Areas. Cottonseed meal and cot-
tonseed cake were the two most important concentrates purchased. The
main roughages bought for beef cattle were cottonseed hulls and hay.
(Table 3)
.
Cottonseed meal was fed alone or mixed with cottonseed hulls. More
than one-half of the producers bought cottonseed meal for the enter-
prise during the winter season, paying an average price of $1.26 per
hundred pounds. On these farms, about 50 pounds of meal were fed
per mature cow. Other producers purchased cottonseed cake, at $1.39
per hundred pounds,- corn at $0.58 per bushel, and molasses, at 12.4
cents per gallon. Relatively small amounts of each were used.
2 Cottonseed cake was slightly higher than cottonseed meal, as some of the producers
used the cake pellets.
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TABLE 3. Amounts, Kinds, and Costs of Purchased Feed Fed to Beef Cattle on 197
Farms in Selected Areas in Louisiana, 1939-1940.
Number of Average cost Cwt. used Pounds of Cost per Proportion
farms using per hundred per farm feed fed head on of total
the feed pounds feeding per head farms feeding feed costs
DolioTS Cwt. Pounds DoIIqts
Concentrate teeds:
105 1 .26 68 49 .62 52.7
Cottonseed cake 25 1.39 105 60 .83 21.4
Corn 20 .80 126 79 .64 11.8
9 1.06 30 20 .21 1.7
AH other concentrates. . . . 33 .90 72 57 .52 12.4
Total or average .87 .56 100.0
Roughage and succulent feeds:
Cottonseed hulls 58 .51 175 115 .59 52.0
Hay 42 .50 209 191 .95 43.7
Silage 1 .50 50 42 .21 .2
11 .23 164 181 .41 4.1
Total or average .
.
.44 .54 100.0
The two important roughage feeds, cottonseed hulls and hay, were
purchased for an average price of $10.00 per ton, or $0.50 per hundred
pounds. On farms using these feeds, less than 200 pounds was fed per
cow during the year.
Man Labor and Horse Work Costs in Different Areas. The man labor
cost for beef cattle production was $107 per farm, or $0.78 per head
of grown stock. An average of 983 hours of man labor was used per farm,
or about seven hours per head of grown stock. The average rate for
labor on the beef cattle enterprise was 1 1 cents per hour.
Man labor requirements in the different areas varied from about
eight hours per head, at a cost of about $0.90, in Central Louisiana and
in the Delta, to from five to six hours per head in the Rice and the
Eastern areas, at a cost of about $0.60 per head. (Table 4) . The Cut-
over area, although having the most extensive type of beef cattle enter-
prise, had relatively high labor costs because of the necessity for more
labor to care for the herd under open tange conditions.
Horse work costs for beef cattle amounted to $31 per farm, or $0.22
per head of grown stock. An average of 673 hours of horse work per
farm, or about five hours per head of grown stock, was used on the
farms in this study. Horse work, which amounted to about two-thirds
of the total man labor time, was used in riding the pastures and open
range to make occasional observations as to the location and condition
of the herd, to drive the cattle from one pasture to another, and to
haul feed for weakened and unthrifty animals. The average cost of
horse work was $0.05 per hour. This included charges for feed, labor,
pasture, depreciation, and interest, and was relatively low in comparison
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TABLE 4. Amounts and Costs of Man Labor and Horse Work for the Beef Cattle
Enterprise, 197 Farms in Selected Areas in Louisiana, 1939-1940.
Average per farm Average per head
Area
Amount Cost Amount Cost
Hours Dollars Hours Dollars
Man labor:
959 99 6.0 .62
1,325 140 8.5 .90
1,183 127 8.0 .86
703 97 4.6 .63
640 64 7.7 .78
983 107 7.1 .78
Horse work:
595 36 3.7 .22
909 41 5.9 .27
839 34 5.7 .23
Rice 549 25 3.6 .16
396 19 4.8 .23
673 31 4.9 .22
to workstock costs in other areas because of the type of horse used, the
fact that these horses were kept for breeding purposes as well as for use
on the farm, and that much use was made of the horses on other farm
enterprises.
The use of horses in the different areas varied from about six hours
per head in Central Louisiana and the Delta, to less than four hours
per head in the Rice and the Eastern areas.
Overhead Costs in Different Areas
Overhead costs varied from $6.26 per head of grown stock in Central
Louisiana, to $1.79 per head in the Cut-over area. The much lower cost
in the latter area was due to the lower charges for land. In this area,
most of the land used for pasture was open range used by ranchers with-
out a charge for interest and taxes. In the other areas, most of the land
used for pasture was owned or rented by individual producers, and rela-
tively high interest and tax costs were incurred.
Gross Returns in Different Areas
Gross returns from the sales of cattle and calves, the increase in the
inventory value of the stock on hand, and miscellaneous items, such as
pasture conservation payments, varied from $2,191 per farm, or $14.11
per head of grown stock, in the Central area, to $613 per farm, or $7.42
per head, in the Cut-over area. Much lower returns were obtained in the
latter area because of less intensive management practices and lower
quality of cattle.
Returns from Sales of Calves. The usual management practice on
most farms in all areas was to maintain a relatively constant number of
grown stock as the breeding herd. Heifers were saved to replace old and
barren mature cows which were culled out and sold. The main source
of cash income from the enterprise was from the sale of calves at from
four months to one year of age. The average Aveight of calves sold was
312 pounds; the average price received, S6.49 per 100 pounds; and the
average amount received per head, S20.28. (Table 5) . Most calf sales
TABLE 5. Number, Weight, Price and Total Value of Calves Sold on 117 Farms
IN Selected Areas in Louisiana, 1939-1940.*
Number of Average Average Average
Area calves weight price value
sold per head per pound per head
Number Pounds Cents Dollars
740 275 6.34 17.43
1.260 326 6.81 22.17
810 339 6.47 21.92
457 308 6.16 18.97
530 295 6.22 18.36
3.797 312 6.49 20.28
*Of the 197 farms surveyed, only 117 reported the sales of calves by weight.
were made to local buyers, or to butchers or buyers in the local live-
stock auctions. In the Eastern area, part of the supply was shipped to
the New Orleans market.
Calves were sold at lighter weights per head and at relatively lower
prices per pound in the Eastern and the Cut-OAer areas. The usual man-
agement practice in Eastern Louisiana was to sell spring calves in the
varly fall, so as to carry the cows through the winter in better shape,
and to save on feed costs. In the Cut-over area, the calves were usually
sold at about one year of age, the light weights being due to lower
quality and less intensive feeding. These two areas produced less home-
grown feed for winter use than the Central and the Delta areas, and
had higher unit costs of producing feed, because of low yield.
Calves were sold at the heaviest weights per head and at the highest
prices per pound in Central Louisiana and in the Delta. In these areas,
the usual practice was to carry at least part of the calf crop through the
winter, using some home-grown feed and purchased feed when necessary,
so as to take advantage of the higher price per pound received from the
sale of heavy calves in the early spring months.
Calf sales in the Rice area were mostly in November and December,
and at the lowest average price per pound of all areas studied. Calf
sales in the fall enabled producers to carry cows through the winter
in
better condition on the usual rice-stubble pasture and rice straw. Rela-




The average seasonal price received for calves on the farms studied
varied from $6.56 per 100 pounds in September to a low point of $6.01
in December, then increased rapidly in the winter and early spring
months to $7.04 per 100 pounds in March, and declined to $6.52 per
TABLE 6. Sales of Calves by Months on 117 Farms in Selected Areas l\
Louisiana, 1939-1940.*
Number ot Average verage /\.VGr3,^C
calves weight price value
sold per head per pound per n6HCi
Number Pounds Cents UolldTS
September, 1939 469 304 6.56 19.93
833 oil D. 41 19.92
442 296 6.16 18.21
347 310 6.01 18.66
January, 1940 50 318 6.48 20.60
80 343 6.77 23.20
85 358 7.04 25.22
304 329 6.75 22.19
288 306 6.96 21.30
215 328 6.52 21.36
319 316 6.56 20.74
365 309 6.57 20.30
3,797 312 6.49 2^0.28
*Only 117 or the 197 farmers surveyed reported sales of cattle by weights.
100 pounds in June. (Table 6) . The average price received for all calves
sold during the twelve-months period under study was $6.49 per 100,
pounds.
One-third of the calf sales were made in September and October, and
more than half were sold by the end of December. These sales were made
in the fall, in spite of the fact that relatively low prices were received,
because the supply of feed and the pasture conditions were not suffi-
ciently good to carry both the calves and the cows through the winter.
In the areas where extensive beef cattle enterprises were maintained,
the producers probably made greater returns by this sales policy, even
though prices were lower, since the increased feed costs and the lowered
vitality of the breeding herd in the spring would have more than offset
the increase in returns. In areas where feed was more abundant and
pastures were of better quality, such as in Central Louisiana and the
Delta, it apparently paid the producers to carry part of the calf crop
through the winter and sell for higher prices in the spring. Over any
long period of time, however, there will be occasional severe winters
which will result in higher mortality rates and increased feed costs which
make such a practice unprofitable.
Net Operating Returns in Different Areas
The net operating returns averaged $828 per farm in (1) the Eastern
area; $677 in (2) the Central area; $603 in (3) the Delta area; $676 in
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(4) the Rice area; and $208 per farm in (5) the Cut-over area. Net
operating retiu'ns per head of giown stock varied from $5.17 per head
in Eastern Louisiana, to $2.50 per head in the Cut-over area.
0\'erhead costs were higlier per farm and per head than the net
operating return in all except the Cut-over area. This means that the
net operating return was not large enough in most areas to pay five
per cent interest return on the investment in cattle, pasture land, build-
ings, and water systems. It indicates, however, that in each area the
enterprise did return between three and four per cent, after all costs
except interest had been deducted.
FACTORS AFFECTING COSTS AND RETURNS ON
THE BEEF CATTLE ENTERPRISE
Although the net operating return from the beef cattle enterprise
was $576 per farm, or $4.18 per head of giown stock, all producers did
not have the same costs or the same returns. Average costs and returns
varied widely in the different areas studied. Also, within each area
there were wide variations between individual farms. The farmers with-
in each area had to pay about the same rate for feed and labor, had the
same weather conditions, and sold their product on the same market,
and yet differed widely in their ability to obtain good returns from the
enterprise.
In order to determine why the enterprise produced high returns on
some farms and relatively low returns on others, and to find out what
factors were influencing returns, a study was made of changing costs
and returns under different management conditions. To find the full
effect of any one factor on costs and returns, it is necessary to keep
the influence of other factors as nearly average as possible. This helps
to make sure that the result obtained is due to the factor being studied
and not to one or more of the other inter-related factors. Thus, the
records were first giouped by areas, so as to eliminate the effect of type
of farming, weather conditions, and marketing problems in the different
areas.
To study the effect of each important factor on the costs and returns
in each area, the records for each area were divided into two groups:
those farms which were less than average for the particular factor
being studied, and those farms which were average or above in this
same factor. Tabulations were made for each group, in order to deter-
mine the effect of the factor studied on the individual items of cost
and return. Other physical and financial factors were listed in each
comparison as a check on their influence in causing variations.
The following analysis points out some of the factors responsible
for the variations in costs and returns. Most of these factors are financial
or management problems which individual farmers can control to some
extent through proper use of their financial and physical resources and
the application of well-tested experimental results to cattle production
and management.
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Relation of the Size of the Beef Cattle Herd to Costs and Returns
Managing a relatively large sized herd resulted in high net operating
returns per farm and per head from the beef cattle enterprise. (Table 7)
.
For example, farmers having less than average numbers f)f grown stock
in the herd, an average of 79 head per farm, made a net operating
return of $275 per farm, or %SA9 per head. In contrast, farmers with
larger herds, an average of 238 head of grown stock per farm, returned
.11,088 per farm, or $4.57 per head.
This favorable association between large size of herd and high returns
per farm and per head of stock prevailed in each of the areas studied.
Differences in returns on farms with small and with large herds were
greater in the Eastern, Central, and Delta areas. These three areas had
more intensive beef cattle enterprises, so that the net operating returns
on farms with large herds w^re from $1.00 to $2.00 greater per cow
than on farms with smaller herds. In areas with less intensive practices,
the spread in returns for larger herds in comparison with smaller herds
averaged less than $1.00 per cow.
Higher returns on farms with larger herds were due to the increase
in gross returns and to cost economies made possible because of the
larger volume of business. Farms with large herds had lower unit costs
for man labor and for the upkeep of pastures and fences. Thus, the
increased returns on the farms with larger than average sized herds
were due to greater efficiency in the use of labor and in the use of pas-
tures and fenoss, and to increased sales in relation to total costs.
The farms with larger herds had an average calving percentage of 59,
as compared with 63 for farms with small herds, had slightly less total
hours of man labor per head, the same mortality rates, about the same
capital turnover, and an average value per head of $35, compared with
$31 per head for the farms with small herds. These facts indicate that
the differences in returns between the farms with small and large herds
were due largely to size, since other factors were approximately the same
in both size groups. (Table 8)
.
Relation of the Calving Percentage to Costs and Returns
For herds maintained principally for income obtained from the sale
of surplus calves and non-breeding stock, the calves produced each year
represent the main source of income. The number of calves raised to
a saleable age in proportion to the number of cows on the farm during
the breeding season is the best measure of the rate of production. The
calving percentage, or the number of calves produced per hundred
breeding cows, is a measure of production rates equivalent to the yield
per acre of crops or the production of milk per cow for dairy herds. A
high calving percentage is important in obtaining satisfactory returns.
The higher the calving percentage, the greater were the net operating














































































































































TABLE 8. Relation of Size of Herd to Various Efficiency Factors of the Beef
Cattle Enterprise, 197 Farms in Selected Areas in Louisiana, 1939-1940.
Factor
Number Calving Hours of Value
Area of per- man Mortality Capital per head
grown centage labor rate turnover ot grown
cattle per head cattle
Number Per cent Hours Per cent Per cent Dollars
Eastern
95 59 6.9 8 21 32
Average or above 298 60 5.9 5 28 32
Central
93 72 8.3 10 24 32
Average or above 271 64 9.0 6 23 36
Delta
79 61 8.7 6 21 33
291 59 6.9 5 27 40
Rice
72 61 4.3 6 20 31
Average or above 264 55 4.7 5 18 38
Cut-over
53 61 8.4 6 20 26
Average or above 121 57 7.5 11 20 •28
All areas
Less than average 79 63 7.6 7 21 31
Average or above 238 59 7.0 7 23 35
Those farms having a calving percentage below average, with 47 calves
produced per hundred cows, made an average net operating return of
$418 per farm, or $2.72 per head, as compared with $713 per farm, or
$5.76 per head, for farms having a calving percentage above average,
or producing 74 calves per hundred cows.
This relationship between calving percentages and returns per farm
and per head existed in each of the areas studied. The increased returns
varied from more than $5.00 per head in the Delta and $4.00 per head
in Central Louisiana to less than $1.00 per head in the Cut-over area.
The areas having the more intensive beef cattle enterprises, spending
larger amounts for feed, pasture, and labor, made greater returns through
relatively high calving percentages than the areas following less intensive
practices.
The higher net operating returns for farms with relatively high rates
of production for the beef cattle enterprise were due to increased sales
of additional calves produced at a relatively small extra expense. Total
costs per head for feed, man labor, pasture upkeep, and other current
costs were higher for farms with high calving percentages, but total
receipts more than offset the increased costs. These results indicate that
the producers obtaining high calving percentages took better care of the
herds, as is indicated by higher costs, use of more man labor per head,
and the higher charges for feed and pasture.
The farms with high calving percentages had somewhat smaller herds



















































































































































































































ferences in returns due to the variations in calving percentage were not
influenced by increasing size of herd. (Table 10) . Other important fac-
TABLE 10. Relation of Calving Percentage to Various Efficiency Factors on the
Beef Cattle Enterprise, 197 Farms in Selected Areas in Louisiana, 1939-1940.
Factor
Area Number Calving Hours of Value
of per- man Mortality Capital per head
grown centage labor rate turnover of grown
cattle per head cattle
Number Per cent Hours Per cent Per cent Dollars
Eastern
Less than average 177 44 5.7 8 20 32
150 70 7.1 6 26 32
Central
Less than average 184 56 7.6 9 19 33
Average or above 131 81 9.4 9 27 33
Delta
Less than average 168 44 6.8 7 24 33
131 74
_
9.2 5 21 37
Rice
Less than average 179 44 5.8 6 19 31
Average or above 130 71 3.2 5 19 37
Cut-over
Less than average 85 47 6.9 7 18 27
81 72 9.2 9 21 27
All areas
Less than average 154 47 6.7 7 20 31
Average or above 124 74 7.9 7 23 33
tors, including mortality rates, capital turnover, and quality of the
cattle, as indicated by the inventory value per cow, were relatively con-
stant.
Most of the cattlemen interviewed realized the importance of obtain-
ing a relatively high calving percentage, and many different manage-
ment practices were being used to improve the calf crop. Many pro-
ducers were purchasing pure-bred bulls to improve the quality of the
calves, and were increasing the number of bulls in relation to the num-
ber of cows. Others were leaving the bulls in the herd only part of the
year to obtain a uniform calf crop at the time of the year when feed
was most abundant. Some cattlemen stated that this practice, while
desirable, resulted in obtaining a smaller calf crop, due to less chance
of producing calves from irregular breeders and that, in some instances,
it resulted in a few poor-quality calves, due to invasions from neighbor-
ing herds.
The desirable practice needed to improve calving rates is to remove
the suckling calves from the cows at from three to five months of age.
The most common practice now is to let the calves run with the cows
until six to nine months of age, then either selling the calves or feeding
them during the winter and selling on the spring market. The shorter
period would assure bringing the breeding cows back into production
19
the folloAN'ing spring. Such a practice might reach a cahing percentage
of from 80 to 90 per cent, but, in practice, this would be hard to main-
tain over a period of years. With the more commonly pre\ ailing prac-
tice, the calf crop has the tendency to come later each year, since all
the breeding herd usualh are not bred within three months, although
such is possible for the best management, after the last calf is produced
under the usual range and pasture conditions. As a result, within a few
\ears a a erv late calf crop results, which must be carried through the
^vinter at a relatively high feed cost per head. Also, there are very few
cows which ill not skip production in one year out of every four or
five, and a few non-producers in the herd, if not detected within the
vear, will tend to kn\er the average calving rate for the entire herd.
Within the actual practice of the farms studied, it seems that a calv-
ing percentage of 70 to 80 is the highest rate that can be expected to
be maintained over a period of yeai-s, and that such a high rate of pro-
duction can be maintained only by careful selection, management, and
continual culling of non-breeders. When producing cattle under open-
range conditions, a rate somewhat lower than this is to be expected,
since the extra costs needed would probablv more than offset the in-
crease in returns.
Relation of the Hours of Man Labor Per Head to Costs and Returns
Since the cost of labor is an important item of expense for the beef
cattle enterprise, the hours of man labor used per head of grown stock
is a reliable indication of the efficiency in the use of labor,
and, indi-
rectlv. of the efficiencv of other management practices.
The looser the hours of man labor used per head, ^vithin the actual
practice of the farms studied, the greater ^vere the net operating returns
per farm and per head. Those farmers using less than average amounts
of man labor per cow. 4.1 hours, made an average net operating return
of $599 per farm, or S4.54 per head, as compared with S542 per
farm,
or S3.70 per head, for those ^\4th labor requirements average or
above,
12.3 hours. 3 (Table 11) .
These facts indicate that efficienc\ in the use of labor paid dividends
in the form of lower costs and higher net returns. The farmers obtain-
ing relativelv high labor efficiency had louver costs per head for man
labor, horse work, pasture and fence upkeep, and marketing costs than
those with large amounts of labor used per cow and low labor efficiency.
The differences in returns were due not only to savings made on labor
costs, but also to the fact that the farms obtaining high labor efficiency
also were more efficient in the use of horse work, the management of
fences and pastures, and in marketing calves and cull cattle.
3 In so far as la])Oi- is supplied bv the operator and his famih . the larger
cost. di
to more hours of labor, represents an increased return to them, even though it
reduc




































































































































This does not mean that the cattlemen who neglected their herds and
worked very little on the enterprise made the greatest return. It indicates
that, for a given intensity of the enterprise, the producer who had more
efficient pasture systems, resulting in lower labor requirements, and who
planned his work in advance made greater returns for the total labor
used.
Farmers with relatively high labor efficiency made higher operating
returns per farm and per head in four of the five areas studied. The
Central area was an exception. (Table 12) . The group with less than
average hours of labor per head had a calving percentage of 65, com-
pared with 75 for the farms using large amounts of man labor per cow.
There is a practical limitation in the extent to which labor efficiency
in terms of hours per cow can be increased. In instances where labor costs
are reduced by neglecting the herd, it might result in lowering the calving
percentage, so that the lower expenses are more than offset by lower
returns.
TABLE 12. Relation of Hours of Man Labor Per Head to Various Efficiency
Factors on the Beef Cattle Enterprise, 197 Farms in Selected Areas in
Louisiana, 1939-1940.
Factor
Area Number Calving Hours of Value
of per- man Mortality Capital per head
grown centage labor rate turnover of grown
cattle per head cattle
Number Per cent Hours Per cent Per cent Dollars
Eastern
33160 62 3.4 5 24
160 57 10.8 10 23 32
Central
161 65 5.3 10 24 33
Average or above 147 75 13.1 8 22 33
Delta
116 58 4.1 5 22 33
Average or above 209 64 15.6 7 24 40
Rice
Less than average 152 60 2.3 5 19 35
156 56 7.8 6 19 32
Cut-over
Less than average 85 56 4.4 6 18 28
79 63 12.7 10 22 26
All areas
132 60 4.1 6 22 32
147 64 12.3 8 22 32
Mortality rates were slightly higher on farms with high labor effi-
ciency in the Central area, which is another indication that the use of
labor on these farms was not sufficient to care adequately for the herd.
Relation of Mortality Rates of Beef Cattle to Costs and Returns
The number of cattle which die during the year from diseases or

















































































































































































































































































































collisions and other accidents, affects directly the returns from the enter-
prise. In this study, mortality rates were measured in terms of the
percentage of the breeding cows on hand at the beginning of the year
which died during the year.
Average mortality rates varied from nine per cent in Central Louisi-
ana, to five per cent in the Rice area.
Lower mortality rates per farm were associated with greater net oper-
ating returns per farm and per head of beef cattle. Those farmers hav-
ing less than average mortality rates, two per cent, made an average net
operating return of $774 per farm, or $5.35 per head, as compared with
$331 per farm, or $2.51 per head, for those with mortality rates average
or above, 14 per cent. (Table 13) .
The relationship between low mortality rates and higher net operating
returns per farm and per head applied in each of the areas studied. The
increased returns made on the farms with low mortality rates varied
from more than $4.00 per head in the Central area, to less than $1.00
per head in the Delta area. Variations were greater in the Central area
because of a higher average mortality rate in this region and more vari-
ation between individual farms. In this area, the farmers reporting low
mortality rates lost only three per cent of the original herd, while
those having deaths average or above lost 18 per cent of the herd.
(Table 14).
TABLE 14. Relation of Mortality Rates of Beef Cattle to Various Efficiency
Factors on the Beef Cattle Enterprise, 197 Farms in Selected Areas in
Louisiana, 1939-1940.
Factor
Area Number Calving Hours of Value
of per- man Mortality Capital per head
grown centage labor rate turnover of grown
cattle per head cattle
Number Per cent Hours Per cent Per cent Dollars
Eastern
32184 63 7.6 2 24
137 56 5.5 12 23 32
Central
35170 69 8.9 3 26
131 69 8.1 18 20 30
Delta
35148 61 9.1 2 23
149 58 6.5 12 21 35
Rice
36153 60 4.7 1 20
154 55 4.2 12 19 31
Cut-over
2675 59 7.1 2 21
94 59 9.4 17 17 28
All areas
23 33142 63 7.7 2
132 60 6.9 14 20 31
24
These results indicate that cattlemen must hold the mortality rates
at a low level if a good return is expected from the enterprise. The
producers reported that highest losses occurred in the late winter months,
due to the poor condition of the cattle, and that losses could be reduced
by proper management, including the selling of all old and weak animals,
guarding against over-pasturing in the fall and winter, bringing the
cows up to the winter season in good shape by sufficient summer pasture,
providing some shelter if possible during severe winter days, and the
feeding of weak animals.
Relation of the Capital Turnover of the Herd to
Costs and Returns
A commercial farm enterprise of any kind must necessarily produce
some cash return every year if it is to be profitable, since an increased
inventory value is only a theoretical return until an actual cash sale is
made. Capital turnover is a measure of the rate of sales in proportion to
the investment in the herd, and is developed by computing the percent-
age that total sales for the year were of the average inventory value of
grown stock. It is an indication of how rapidly the investment in beef
cattle is being turned into cash or how efficiently the capital invested
in cattle is being used. It is also an indirect indication of how frequently
the herd is being culled and of how many calves are being produced
for marketing.
The larger the sales in relation to average inventory values, or the
higher the capital turnover, the greater were the net operating returns
per farm and per head. Those farms having a relatively low capital turn-
over, a rate of 12 per cent, received a net operating return of $494 per
farm, or $3.65 per head, as compared with $673 per farm, or $4.79 per
head, for the farms with a highly favorable capital turnover, 33 per cent.
(Table 15)
.
This relationship between high rates of capital turnover and high
returns per farm and per head existed in each of the areas studied. Since
the farms with high capital efficiency also showed slightly higher calving
percentages in most areas, not all of the difference in returns between the
low and high capital groups was due to differences in sales management.
(Table 16). Much of the difference, however, can be attributed to the
management practices of the high capital efficiency group in making
frequent sales, continually replacing old stock, and in selling when
prices were relatively high.
Relation of the Quality of the Cattle to Costs and Returns
A reliable measure of the quality of cattle is hard to determine, be-
cause of the wide differences in individual animals, the many different
types and breeds usually represented in any one herd, and differences in
condition at different times of the year, depending upon the pasture


















































































TABLE 16. Relation of Sales in Per Cent of Inventory Value or Capital Turn-
over TO Various Efficiency Factors on the Beef Cattle Enterprise, 197
Farms in Selected Areas in Louisiana, 1939-1940.
Factor
Area INumDcr \_/<a.i V iiig Hours of Value
of per ixian Mortality Capital per head
grown cen age turnover of grown
per Iie3.d cattle





Average or above 188 62 5.7 6 37 34
Central
Less than average 178 66 8.7 8 13 34
Average or above 132 72 8.4 9 34 32
Delta
'
Less than average 135 61 7.2 7 13 34
Average or above 167 60 9.4 5 37 37
Rice
147 56 4.8 6 12 35
160 60 4.1 5 27 33
Cut-over
Less than average 80 58 8.0 8 10 28
Average or above 86 61 8.0 7 30 26
All areas
Less than average 135 60 7.3 7 12 32
Average or above 141 64 7.4 7 33 32
obtained, however, by obtaining the average inventory value per head.
A herd with an average value of $25 per head can be considered as
inferior in quality, breeding, and productive capacity to a herd with an
average value of $40 per head.
The higher the quality of the cattle per farm, as measured by the
average beginning inventory value per head, the greater were the net
operating returns per farm and per head. Farmers having less than
average values per head of stock, $26 per head, reported net operating
returns of $356 per farm, or $2.91 per head, as contrasted with $799
per farm, or $5.22 per head, for the group having higher-quality cattle,
$39 per head. (Table 17)
.
Farmers possessing relatively high-quality cattle made significantly high-
er net operating returns per head in four of the five areas. In the Cut-
over region, there was little difference in returns between the low- and
high-quality groups. This area, in contrast to the others, showed little
variation in quality. It was practically impossible to maintain herds at
noticeably higher-than-average quality because of the open-range condi-
tions under which the cattle were pastured.
Cattle of higher quality were associated with the larger sized herds
in four of the five areas studied. (Table 18) . Producers with relatively
large herds usually could afford to purchase improved bulls and use
improved management practices to a greater extent than cattlemen with







































































































TABLE 18. Relation of Value Per Head of Grown Stock to Various Efficiency
Factors on the Beef Cattle Enterprise, 197 Farms in Selected
Areas in Louisiana, 1939-1940.
Factor
Area Number Calving Hours of Value
of per- man Mortality Capital per head
grown centage labor rate turnover of grown
cattle per head cattle
Number Per cent Hours Per cent Per cent Dollars
Eastern
Less than average 156 55 6.7 9 18 29
Average or above 164 64 6.4 6 28 35
Central
Less than average 136 66 9.
1
11 24 27
Average or above 175 72 8.0 7 23 40
Delta
Less than average 155 57 6.2 8 22 27
Average or above 142 63 9.7 4 23 42
Rice
Less than average 114 53 5.5 8 20 26
Average or above 195 63 3.4 3 18 42
Cut-over
Less than average 71 62 8.7 8 22 24
Average or above. . 97 55 7.1 8 17 31
AH areas
Less than average 123 59 7.4 8 22 26
Average or above 153 64 7.3 6 22 39
where high quality cattle predominated. Thus, all o£ the difference in
returns between the low- and high-quality groups cannot be traced
to differences in quality directly, but was due somewhat to the inter-
related factors, including larger sized herds and higher calving per-
centages.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The net returns from the beef cattle enterprise on the 197 farms
studied, for the year ending with August, 1940, after deducting all cur-
rent or operating costs, averaged $576 per farm, or $4.18 per head of
grown stock. For cattlemen operating without borrowed capital, this
represents the return from the enterprise for management and for in-
vestment in land, livestock, buildings, and equipment used in the process.
The farm operator earned, in addition, an amount equal to the sum
charged as a cost for his own and any other unpaid family labor.
If overhead costs, including interest at five per cent on the investment
in pasture land, livestock, and buildings and fences used by the enter-
prise, are charged, a net loss of about $1.00 per head resulted. Since
many of the farmers used their own resources and probably did not
expect a rate of return of five per cent on capital which, if not used
by the enterprise, would have been idle, this net loss is not a true indi-
cation of the opportunity to increase the income, although it is an
accurate result from the accounting standpoint. If overhead costs had
29
been computed on the basis of four per cent interest charges, all costs
would have been covered by the returns. This indicates that the beef
cattle enterprise, on the average, actually paid all costs, including a
charge for the labor of the operator and unpaid family labor, and made
a return of about four per cent on the investment in pasture land,
cattle, buildings, and fences used by the enterprise.
All producers did not make the same net returns. The net operating
returns per head of grown stock by areas were: $5.17 in the Eastern area;
$4.41 per head in the Rice area; $4.36, in the Central area; $4.05, in the
Delta area; and $2.50 per head in the Cut-over area of Southwest Louisi-
ana.
Within each area, there were wide variations in returns. The most
favorable net returns per farm and per head were found for farms with
larger than average sized herds; calving percentage of more than 60 per
cent; more efficient use of labor, horses, and pasture; low mortality
rates; a relatively high capital turnover; and high-quality cows.
From the standpoint of the one-family cotton farm, the advisability
of adding the beef cattle enterprise to the farm business seems doubtful
in cases where it would necessitate the displacement of other enterprises
or the acquisition of additional land. Assuming that a necessary economic
unit of the beef cattle enterprise would be 20 cows and one bull, and
that the average net operating returns would approximate those obtained
on the farms studied in 1940, which were probably higher than will
be obtained over a period of years, the enterprise would yield average net
operating returns of about $4.00 per cow over all current costs, or total
net returns of about $80. To obtain that return or increase of $80 in
farm income, the small cotton farmer would, in many cases, have to
purchase additional livestock and purchase or rent additional land, or
use land now in other enterprises. Also, the usual cotton farmer, espe-
cially in areas where feed crop yields are low, would find it difficult to
develop the needed skills in livestock management and, as a result,
would probably find that the costs would exceed the returns if he at-
tempted to change his type of farming over a short period of time.
For other producers, if additional land, equipment, and livestock must
be purchased to expand the enterprise, there is danger of incurring a
loss, since the overhead costs, high-priced land, and capital to purchase
stock may offset all the other advantages. The farms studied were larger
than the average family-sized farm in the state, and the operators had a
larger amount of otherwise idle land to use. Similar returns could not
be expected on all farms throughout the state, and even some of those
studied failed to cover all overhead costs computed at interest rates
which they would have had to pay to borrow money to finance the
enterprise. Also, the average prices received for beef cattle in
Louisiana
during the 1939-40 season were the highest that had been obtained since
1929. It was a period of relatively small supplies of marketable
beef
throughout the United States. Over a long period of time, however, farm-
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ers tend to adjust the production of beef cattle to meet the demand, and
beef cattle prices cannot be expected to remain at the high levels of
1940. In a period of lower prices, the relative returns from beef cattle
on the farms studied would no doubt be much lower than those ob-
tained in 1940.
The results of this study indicate that the beef cattle enterprise was
a relatively profitable one on the farms studied during the 1939-40
season. On the farms where crop acreage restrictions had resulted in con-
siderable idle land and equipment, the addition of beef cattle to the
farm business served to utilize this idle land and equipment to good
advantage and, in addition, provided another outlet for use of the avail-
able labor and workstock on the farm. An enterprise which pays all
costs of production and makes a return of even one per cent on capital
which could not be used in any other way will result in greater total
returns on the farm for the year.
31

